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WHY THE RONGEIAP REASSESSMENT PROJECT DID NOT

FULFILL iTS MISSION

IThe Rongeiap Reassessment Project chaired by Dr. Kohn did not answer the two
questions manadated in the Compam Was the data in the DOE-1982 reportl adequate?
Were the conclusions correct? In v optiq both quxths have to be aruwerd h the
negative for tie =orx (1) the failure of the DOE-1982 nqmti to pm&ie an assessment
Ofthe diation di?ses ifo@y lixalfd would be WrUumed by the Rongehp Comu?dty, (2)
tiwWn&oti fidm~sonpqa 8&9@h-d (3)tifti of tie
DOE-1982 rqport to adhrs trvubfesome levels Qfplllt- fd m h @ R@@4P

peopk (4 In -~ Dr. Kbhnpmm@@ declared thephitoniurn issue to be resohi

(1) In his repo~, Dr. Kohn failed to present radiation dose estimates for the case that
all or some of RongeIap peopIe have to rely on “local fd on.1~, although he critizised
that DOE-1982 incomectly labeled doses resulting from a mixed food diet as from a
local food ord~ diet. This fact represents a severe omrnission in the DOE-1982 report.
Such an assessment is needed to make an informed decision about the resettlement
options for Rongelap Atoll.

Consequence: In the care of a %cal food or@” diet, nuiiatbn doses WOukibe cieady above
the &nit established in the 1960 Fedkml Guiie of 5 mm over 30 ye~. T& 1982 repon
f-to pnnide the statement that dbser bebw the k,,d limit can on@ be eruzimi if a
ctiain amount of mixed food is pmt of the & Dr. Wan fiziki to &as the need to
&a@ d@ne what a mixed food diet coruinir of and which amounts and Ma of local food
would kui to exce.rsive doses and shxdd ther~om be avo&ki

(2) In his repor% Dr. Kohn failed to address the confusion which was generated in the
- RongeIap community about the map on pages 8 and 9 of the DOE-1982 repofi That

vezy map was one of the baselines for the Rongelap commuII@ in comparing the
contamination levels on Rongelap AtolI with levels on Eniwetakand Bikini Atolls and
ultimately prompted Rongclap’s decision to leave their atoll.

1 U-SDcparuncnt of Energy (19S2). The Meaning og RadWon for Those AtoIls m the Norchcni
MarshallMan& That were SlmcycdinW7S*DoE/NBM-los2

2 Kohn H.L (1989)Rongelap Rcamcsmcnt Project Report (CorrccW Edition), Bcrkcky ~
March~ 19s9

3 71u 30 year whole body due [197S-2fXXl]fkom W food ~ wonld ban been 63 rem rather
than the 25 rem reported in the 1982bibgd rqxxt.Accounting for radioauivc decay, doses
from 1990-2020 would be 53 rcrn/30 yr. (see alsx Statement of Benid Frankc before the
Suhcommmln“ cc on Insular and International Mfi@ House Interior and Insular Affaira
Committ% House of Reprcsca United States Congrc+ November 16,1989,Washiqtoq
D.C).
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Consequence: Dr. lWuI did not Air= one of the&y issues h the dkusszon about the
habitabil@ of the atoiL He did not evahte whether the data pmwnted on pages 8 and 9
was adequate

(3) XIIhis repom Dr. KohII failed to address the question of plutonium in urine in the
context of the DOE-1982 report. The mandate of the review was to investigate whether
the data was adequate. Clearly, the data on which the DOE-1982 report relied on was
inadequate, since the troubksorne high readings of plutonium in urine of Rongelap

4. At the very Ieas& the DOE-1982 report should have addressedresidents were ignored
the existence of the daa should have addressed the uncertainties associated with it and
defie the course of action the DOE planned to take to resolve the problem

ConwquemxLkAWanfaikdtodecb? thatthe &tcawar ha&quate and that DOE
should have Stated that the hi~ /kveLs of plutonium in urine wem f~ the mason for
which war (at the time of the 1982 report) uruwolved

(4) In his repon Dr. Kohn failed to correctly present the status of the plutonium
problem at the time of his final repofi By using the Moss excretion fu.nctio~ which was
not peer reviewe~ he determined a dose below the Federal guide although using the
Durbin exmetion functions, the use of which is officially recommended by the KRP,
doses would have been 6 rem over30 years and above the Federal Guide. (Since
Kohn’s report was published results of new urine samples takenon Mejatto Island
became available suggesting lower levels than at the time of Kohn’s final report since
old samples appeared to be contaminated with dus~ This new da% however, is a
different issue which was not known at the time of Dr. Kohn’s repo~ at which time he
considered Rongelap safe for habitation for adults despite the high earlier readings.)

Gwsequencc DE hbhnpmnature~ decbed that kvetb of pktonium in * &i not
pwchuie w.settkrnent of Ronge@ Island

4 Frankc B. (I!?89),Is Ron@iq) AtOu Safe?, March 3,1989, kstitute for -w and Eavironmentd
Rtscar4 ‘fk&orna Park MD
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RONGELAP VERSUS ENIWEfAIQ EQUAL TREATMENT?

One of the main reasons of the Rongelap community to leave their island was the
comparison of contamination levels at Rongekp atoll with those on Bikini and
Eniwetak (see Figure 1).

w~ Map with levels of radioactive contarnindon on Rongelap, Eniwetak
and Bikini atolls (after DOE-1982)
@e DOE-1982 nqwit ex@dns the numbem ~ fOtk7W:

1 thefeartamountqf~ “eatoms

2 udmwl@@~ “eatom
3 alhrgermwt@qf~ “eatom

4 the Iaqpf amount ofnadioactive atomsf

I

ENEWETAK BIKINI

One of the major concerns of the Rongelap peopk was

3
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RONGELAP

the fact that Bikini and
Eniwetak atollswere apparently not habitable since major decontamination efforts had
to takeplace in order to make those atoIls habitabk. Islands in Eniwetak atoll were
assigned the code numbers W,4,4, islands on Bikini atoll the code numbers 23,4,4,4

5 Acmrdhgto Dr. B& from Battdlc ?kifIc Nortbcst ~dwcodc uumbcrsrcprc=t
levchofccdum-137 alidphuoaillm-m/uO intbctop5=Ofd (*=i#’@~~f-
-
oodcnlMmbcr4>loopci/ga+sr and/or>sopG/g
de nnmbcr3 ~100 pCi/g Cs+Sr and/or M-SO@/s
code number Z %ZlpCi/g Cs+Sr and/or 1-IS@/g
Codc?lumbcrk <lpci/gc9+sraad/or clpci/g
&mcrWJ. Bairto B. F- July14,SS9]
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atoll the code numbers ~~~,4,4. There was apparently little
recommendation that the Rongelap people should stay where they

were (on Rongelap island).

The original concern of the Rongelap people raises an important questiom what are the
differences in radiological conditions and in the dose assessments for Rongelap,
Eniwetak and also Bikini atolls What was the data and which steps were taken as a
consequence of the pre-cleanup suwys?

Table 1 provides a comparison of major radiological conditions on RongeIap and
Eniwetak atolls. Figure 2 compares tha data on plutonium contamination on the
various islands of Rongelap, Eniwetak and Bikini atolls. Table 2 repom the data which
was used to prepare Figure 2.

In 1973, the Eniwetak dose assessment conciuded that radiation doses wotdd be around
1 rem/30 years if the Eniweta.icpeople reside on Eniwetak island in the southern part of
the atolL Residence on Enjebi isknd in the northern part of the atoll which was heavily
affected from the bomb fallout would have resulted in radiation exposures of 6 rem/30
years and thus above the 1960 Federal Guide of 5 rem/30 years. .

Despite the fact that residence on Eniwetak island wouJd not have resulted in exposures
above the legal guide, a sophisticated sumey and cleanup program was established by
the Defense Nuclear Agency (DNA) in collaboration with other government agencies
(ERDA&EPA). There were several major reasons for thk

8

The tinal
between 3

the wish of the Eniwetak people for a “complete cleanup”, including Enjebi
island;
the concern about high levels of plutonium in soil on the northern islands of
the atoll; and
a cleanup guide of 250 mrem/yr and 4 rem/30 yr which was more stringent
than the standard of 500 mrem/yr and 5 rem/30 yr applied to Rongelap
atoll.

criteria for plutonium decontaminad “on on Eniwetak atoll distingdshed
conditions+

Condition A clean all 05 hectare areas on food gathering islands that exceed 160 pCi/g
Condition B clean all OS hectare areas on agricultural islands that exceed80pCi/g
Condition C clean all 03 hectare areas on village isknds that exceed 40 pCi/g

According to the Eniwetak Radiological Support Reject F’i’i Repon the doses which
are associated with the plutonium Ievels are less than lYo of the Federal Guide’$.

6 Eniw@akRadiological Support Rojcct (1982), FA XZcm US. Dcpafmcm of Emgy. NW-
m8PW@

7 -~*@= kWG=~61) ~=mdlq*dOQlm-ati
of a plutonium d con= ntntioaof40pci/& Whoicbodydoscs arccvullowcr.
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Despite the fact that a plutonium cleanup was unnecessary would one use the Federal
Guide as a measuring sticlq a cleanup program for plutonium contamination was
initiated and accomplished In the course of this pro= all 40 islands of Eniwetak
atoll were sampled for plutonium and other transuranics. Six islands were candidates

for plutonium decontamination even islands which would only b occasionally visited
by the Eniwetak people. Considerable emphasis was given to the decontamination of
Enjebi isla.ml the homeland of the dri-Enjebi populatio~ About 80,000 cubic meters of
contaminated soil with a total tmnsurdc activity of M curies was dumped into a bomb
crater on Runit island and covered with concrete. This represents only a fiction of the
transuranic activity which is still present on the soils of the atolL

How does this compare to the Rongekp situation? The Rongelap population was told
in the DOE-1982 repmt that their radiation exposures would be 25 rem/30 ~, more
than twice than what was estimated for fiture residents on Eniwetak island without
cleanup of the atoll. (In both ~ a mixed food diet was assumed for the dose
calculations - the issue of local food only was addressed in neither case). The average
concentration of phtonium in the top 15 an of soil of Rongelap island is more than
twice the amount found on Eniwetak island.

The data on radiological conditions of Rongelap atoll is b.r less comprehensive than
that available for Eniwetak in the 1978 sumey of the Northern Marshall Mar@ only 8
out of 48 islands on Rongelap atoll were samplecL Based on the available data for each
atolL the atoll average plutonium concentition is about the same for Eniwetak and
Rongela#. The distriiutioIL however, is differen~ Wher- the southern part of
Eniwetak atoll shows relatively low kveIs of plutonium, the notiem part of the atoll
is heavily contaminated (see Figure 2). The difference between the isknds is not as
striking on Rongelap atoll. In interpreting the absolute numbers in Figure ~ one
should bear in mind that the data which is reported here represents the ishnd averages.
Plutonium is unevenly distributed on the islank thus the maximum concentration of
plutonium on each island based on multiple soil samples can be ten times the average.
The larger the number of samples the more likely it is that areas with high levels of
contamination will be found. Thw one should not compare the average levels on each

‘ island with the cleanup guideIine based on a small portion of the island. Such a
comparison can only be made after a complete stmey.

According to the DOE report on Eniwetalq there was no dose-related need to conduct
the plutonium cleanup. Restrictions of food gathering could have been put into place
and some islands could have been declared off-limits. Why then were the people of
Eniwetak not told that they should go back to Eniwetak island where doses would be

9 lnthecasc of Eniwctak (andaIso Bikinii aaarcawcightcd avcragcwas used for the atoIL For
Rongclap,thcatollavcragc wasdcrivcd byavcr@ngthc cightisiaadavcra&s

10 (hushmdd bcarinmiad thatlcvclsonhsc southcrairlandaarcsMlabout 10timcs larger
comparcdwithlcvcis&OmtkticMal Uni@iSb@
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bebw the Federal Guide and why wasn’t it concluded that or$ non-radioactive cleanup
and resettlement work was necessary? That should have cut the cost of the
rehabilitation program significantly.

The Rongelap situation is similar to the one of Eniwetak in 1973. The difference is,
that at this time, the people in question are asked to return without a complete sumey
of their atoIl and the analyis of needs tmd methods for a radiological cleanup which
includes the plutonium contamination of the atolL Such an option was provided to the
Eniwctak people. One should bear in mind that the Eniwetak people were not exposed
like the 81 Rongelap people who received an acute dose of about 190 rem in 19S4 and a
chronic dose of about 4 rem after the 1957 resettkment to their atoll.

One short comment should be made to the Bikini situation One iskmd (I%@ has the
highest contamination with plutonium horn all islands in the three atok Nam was the
site for the Bravo shot which caused most of the contamination of Rongelap atoIL Due
to that m the atoll average plutonium levels are higher than on Rongelap and
Eniwetak ‘lhe plutonium contamination on Bikini without Nam island is about the
same as on Rongelap atoll. Soil data for plutonium is less complete than for Eniwetak
data is repomd for 14 out of 23 islandsll. The plutonium contamination on Ene~ the
current candidate residence Ma@ is about half the level on Rongelap island.
According to a 1977 report by Lmmence Livermore Laboratov, the radiation dose from
living on Eneu island would be 42 rem/30 #. (The 1977 Bikini report was prepared
at a time when the Bikini people experienced high leveIs of cesium-137 in their bodies
and alarming levels plutonium-239/240 were found in their urine. They were moved off
Bikini island and Eneu became the candidate for a fiture village.) Notwithstanding the
fiict that the 1977 Bikini report showed that the 30 year whole body doses would be
below the Federal Guide if people reside on Eneu a cleanup program was subsequently
implemental

To sum up: the radiation doses estimated by the DOE for residence of the Eniwetak
people on Eniwetak island and for the Bikini people on Eneu island did not exceed in
either case the 1960 Federal Guide. The Eniwetak peopIe were not asked to move to
EniweX nor were the Bikini people asked to move to Eneu without further surveys
and cleanup. In both ~ this should not have posed a radiological problem at least
if the DOE dose assessment is assumed to be correcL Comprehensive survey and
cleanup operations were put into place for Exdwetak and, to a lesser degree, for Bildni
atolL In contrast to th& the Rongelap peqde were and are asked to return to
Rongehip without a comprehensive survey and cleanup of their atoll..

Would RongeIap need a cleanup if the same standards would be applied as were used
for Eniwetak or Bikini? It appears that the northern islands of RongeIap atoll have

11 ‘XIEdah on soil kvcls horn:Rob&mW-L ConradoCL StuartML (1988). Radionuclidc. .CmdmcmStiBikini ALOILUCIUA38@

u RobiscmWA PMlipsWA C&her CS. (lW). Dose Assessment at Bikini A@ UCRL-SlS79
&s
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kvels of plutonium contamination which are comparable to some of the islands which
were cleaned up on Eniwetak The extent of the contamination and the most favorable
cleanup measures can only be evaluated after a complete survey of all isIands has beerI
conducteCL

One should also bear fn mind that the 1%0 Federal Guide may soon become obsolete
as more stringent standards (such as 3 rern/30 yr) are in prepara.tiom Also, the
plutonium cleanup orI Johnston Atoll is based on an even more stringent standard as in
the case of Erdwetak and maybe considered for the Marshall Islands as well.

*
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Table 1: Comparison of major radiological conditions on Rongelap and
Eniwetak atolls
(Soume ofdase cmwment and mdiolo@al duta
Eniwetak Eniwtuk Rd’ok@arl SupI Project (1982), FhaL ?lepoq
US Dep@ment of Entvgy. Nwa& Qxmziom C&e MO-213

-: JWbon et d (1982), The N- hfmhaus hdiobgictd
Suwty: T~ Food Chuin and Totatw UCRL-528S3 fi4)

Islands considered as residence Eniwetak Rongelap
in dose assessment Enjebi

Previousradiation exposure 1945-1982<1 rem (?) 1954190 rem
from nuclear testing 1957-1985:4 rem

Island off-limit Runit
for visitation

none

Calculated 3&year dose Eniwetrdc Rongelap:
on least contaminated I rem 25 rem
island considered (local food horn southern OcaIfood only
for residence (no ckmup, islands plus 40%0coconuts E
mixedfood &t)

om Rongelap
horn northern islands) Xskmd)

Calculated 3@year dose Enjebti Naem
on most contaminated 6 rem 12 rem
island for which doses
were calculated(no ckunup,
m&ed fd &t)

Dose limits applied in 25&wem/~ 5~~m&
habitabili assessment

&(whole b doses) 4 rem/30 yr 5 rem/30 yr

Atoll aver~e plutonium
contarninahon @Ci/g]
(top 15 cm Ofsoll)

8.0 75

Pu contamination on 0.081 21
residence island (EniWetak)
(jKi/g h top 15 cm)

(Rongelap)

Islands sampled for Fu 40 out of 40 8 out of 48

Number of Pu soil samples 947 samples 48 samples

●) CbconuLrjh7m southern idands only (Ybuxirol thugh Kidmnen)
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FIGURE2: PLUTONIUMIN SOIL ON ISLANDS OF RONGELAP,ENIWETAK AND BIKINIATOLLS
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2.1 pcvg 0.08 Pcl/g 0.93 pcl/g
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Table 2: Plutonium in the top 15 cm of soil of islands on Rongelap,—
and Bikini atolls -
TIM islands appear in the same order as in Figure 2

Eniwetak

(Soume @ dhrc Ro~e@p -- UCRL-528S3 k4 [1982]; Eniivetak -
iWO-213 [1982]; Bikini - UC&53840 [198$])

tshnd Us. Area tslard wof Pu-238/40 CkUIUP &ee d Pu-239/40
Muahd neme hkrw2 oo& SOS toolsem ter toplsan...—
MllW ) Mmplea fptvtl ~? e&ned lpcv~

beforod e.tcleanup

~olsp Ato8 U out of 48 islands sampkd for pbtanum

fibkk

8orukka
Yugui
Kabeue
Menu
kmuibl
Nom

Totel

Eniwd~k AM

bpr

6aken
Enjebi
Aomon
Runit
Louj
Kirunu
Bokombako

Bokmwotme
Wtdua
Ekieran
Mij%odrek

Bokenebb
~~

Tornel
Aej
Kidrinen
8ijiie
Alemoel
Woe
Lojno
Biken
Medren
Uut
8oken
Kdrenen
acuren
hedml
Ananij

6oko
Erwmtak
n/o
Ribewati
ktunpr

Jinimi
Jine8rol
Japton
Jedml
6okandmtak

Pearl
salty’s c
Wene
Janet
Soly
Yvonne
Oa”q
Cbro
Belle
Edno
Alice
Ruby
Kate
Uary
Ncncy
Percy

ok
&Ky
Tiio
Vera
Wti
lhub

Elmer

M
Keith
Glenn
Urbh
he
Sam
Fred
van

Jomee
Tom
Clyde
Ahfin
Oavkt
Rex

F-42
F-33
F-49
F-5
F-13
F-23
F-7
F-1

MO

18
6
3
1
s
4
4
7

48

40 out of 40 isbncb sampkd for pkhnum

2.1 no
2.6 no
2.8 no
59 m

7m
7no
13 W
20 m

0.23 53
0.01 6
0.18 56
1.18 139
0.40 27
0.37 51
0.09 20
0.03 13
0.12 36
0.05 8
0.09 23
0.02 5
0.07 26
0.06 22
0.05 25
0.01 6
0.17 26
0.00
0.21 :
C.;6 25
0.07 23
0.16 31
0.06 11
0.60 51
0.16 1s
0.12 8
0.10 13
0.17 28
0.02 8
0.10 13
0.00 s
1.30 24
0.03 6
0.08 8
0.01 5
0.01 4
0.0? 5
0.32 48
0.02 7
0.00 s

7.06 947

36s yes 44.1 Z 15.5
26.9 P njo 12.1
26.2 P$ 3.3Z 293
162 yes 13.1 Z 10.1

11 * 4.5X 2.2
0.7 ~ 13.5% 11.6

31.6 m
31.6 no
27.1 no
19.4 no
1S.6 no
14.5 no -
11.3 no
10.1 no
10.1 00

9no
8.4 no
7.7 no
6.5 m
4.3 no
1.6 no
1.6 no

1.15 m
021 no
0.14 m
0.13 m
0.11 m
0.11 m
0.02 no
0.09 no
0.09 no
Oa no
0.06 no

0.08 m
0.08 no
0.06 no
0.06 no
0.05 no
0.04 no
0.04 no
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Table 2 (cent’d): Plutonium in the top 15 cm of soil of islands on Rongelap,
Eniwetak and Bikini atok-

Idend us &9a Wnd Mof
Mrotuc

Fu-23S/40 Ckuwp Areaof Pw239/40
Mme h km-2 004 ●on ioplnom for Mud top Isom

Mme ) -mJea %:4 P-? ~

B&hi Atol

Uom
Lomilik
B&iii
Mete
Lukoj
Hoj

Enidrlk

Eneman
Rojkm-e
Aarokojld
Eneu
Lek

bmelen
Enoela
Eonjebi
81kdrin
Adrikan
Oroken
Bakoetaklok
Boiidmbl

Fox
How
Wfim
Vir

%
Easy

~e
Toro
Love
oboe
Non
Sugar
Item
Jig

Mike
Roger
Yoke

Zebra
Alpha
B&a

14 out of 23 bbndx sampled fW pbtmum

0.54 e-l

0.22 0-4
2.41 6-6
0.17 0-19
0.?4 8-18
0.2 6-2 .

0.04 0-3
0.96 B-17
0.17 B-5

0.1 8-16
0.08 B-10
0.41 B-13
1.22 B-12
0.23 B-15
0.09 e-7
0.03 B-8
0.02 8-9
0.03 B-1 1

0.1 6-14
0.02 8-20
0.05 B-21
0.03 8-22
0.03 B-23

33
16

180
2
3

10

5
31

9
6
3

12
276

4
0
0
Q
o
0
0
0
0
0

140 M

11 no
9s no
93 no
8.4 no
6.4 no
6.1 M
5.4 no
3.6 m
3.1 no
29 no

lna
0.93 no
0.68 no

no
no
no
no
no
no
no
no
m


